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Before the
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Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Qwest Communications International Inc. –
Application for Authority to Provide In-
Region, InterLATA Services in Arizona

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

WC Docket No. 03-194

COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) respectfully files these Comments in opposition to

Qwest’s request for authorization to provide in-region, interLATA authority in Arizona.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Qwest asserts that its Application “marks the culmination of Qwest’s concerted

and systematic work to bring the benefits of competition to all consumers in its region.”1  The

reality, however, is starkly different.  In two significant respects, Qwest falls far short of meeting

the market-opening requirements of Section 271.  First, Qwest urges the Commission to approve

its Section 271 Application for Arizona notwithstanding the fact that it has reversed the loop

provisioning policy described in its prior Applications by charging for loop conditioning

activities performed for CLECs ordering DS1-capable loops.  Qwest has unilaterally determined

that CLECs must pay for loop conditioning activities that it previously performed without

charge.   This revision in Qwest’s policy has led to the rejection of almost 20% of CLEC orders

                                                
1 Application at 1.
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for high-capacity loops.  Second, as the record in Arizona makes clear, Qwest does not have

adequate processes for ensuring that significant defects in its newly-implemented software are

corrected promptly.  For these reasons, the Commission should reject Qwest’s Application.

First, as discussed in Part I, Qwest fails to comply with the requirements of the

checklist that it provide UNEs, including DS1-capable loops, on a nondiscriminatory, just, and

reasonable basis.  Only two weeks after the Commission approved its Section 271 Application

for Minnesota, Qwest – in a significant reversal of the “no facilities” policy that it had described

in all of its previous Section 271 Applications – advised CLECs that it would impose charges for

loop conditioning activities that it had previously performed, without charge, to CLECs ordering

DS1-capable loops.  In essence, Qwest announced that it would no longer regard these activities

as “incremental facility work,” but as “construction” for which CLECs must pay charges in

addition to the rates that they pay for UNEs.  As a result, CLEC orders for DS1-capable loops

would not be accepted under the normal ordering processes, and CLECs would be required to

follow new procedures before Qwest would agree to perform the necessary conditioning.

Qwest’s change in policy has imposed costs in excess of $1,500 per DS-1 loop

order on the CLECs, has resulted in the rejection of approximately 20 percent of CLEC orders

for high-capacity loops on the ground that “no facilities” were available (with resulting delays in

provisioning), and has forced the CLECs to follow processes that only further delayed the

installation of their customers’ service.  Because Qwest’s retail operations experience none of

these problems when they order DS-1 loops, the revised policy flatly violates Qwest’s

obligations under Items 2 and 4 of the competitive checklist.  
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Within the last month, Qwest purported to reverse this new policy and to

substitute an “interim” process.  However, it is far from clear whether, and to what extent, Qwest

has reinstated the policy that was in effect six months ago, when it classified loop conditioning

as incremental facility work.  Given Qwest’s conduct in the past, it appears that Qwest may

reinstate its anticompetitive process as soon as the Commission approves its Application.  The

Commission should find that, in view of these facts and the uncertainty regarding its current

“interim” policy, Qwest has failed to demonstrate compliance with the checklist.

Second, as discussed in Part II, Qwest does not maintain adequate processes and

procedures for correcting software defects in a timely manner.  As an initial matter, AT&T’s

experience is that Qwest typically refuses to repair software defects at all on the ground that the

defects are defects in documentation, not defects in its systems.  This practice often forces

CLECs to undertake costly revisions to their own systems, and flies in the face of the

Commission’s recognition that it is the BOCs’ burden to repair software defects.  MCI recently

proposed an amendment to Qwest’s change management plan that would foreclose this practice,

and that also requires Qwest to fix software defects within specific time intervals, but Qwest has

rejected that proposal.  As a result, CLECs have no assurance that Qwest will correct defects in

its software at all, much less correct defects promptly.

I. QWEST’S POLICIES WITH RESPECT TO DS1-CAPABLE LOOPS VIOLATE
ITEMS 2 AND 4 OF THE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST.

Qwest’s policies with respect to the ordering and provisioning of DS1-capable

loops by CLECs violates its obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to UNEs, including

loops, in violation of Items 2 and 4 of the competitive checklist.  Within the last six months,

Qwest has reclassified, as “construction,” services that it previously classified as “incremental
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facility work” performed for CLECs without charge.  As a result of this change, order rejections

– and the charges paid by CLECs to Qwest – substantially increased.  This change significantly

impeded the ability of CLECs to compete, because Qwest’s retail operations experience no such

rejections or charges.  Although Qwest recently purported to rescind these changes and revert

back to its preexisting policy, Qwest has not yet clearly done so – nor, for that matter, is it clear

that Qwest will adhere to the preexisting policy in the future.

A. Qwest’s Decision To Impose Charges for Line Conditioning, and To Reverse
Its Previous Treatment of Line Conditioning As “Incremental Facility
Work,” Is Discriminatory, Unjust, and Unreasonable.

Under Qwest’s policy for ordering UNEs, Qwest will perform “incremental

facility work,” such a placing a drop, to complete facilities to the premises of the CLEC’s

customer, if “compatible facilities” are available.  Under Qwest’s SGAT, Qwest performs such

work at no charge to the CLEC.  However, if more than “incremental facility work” is required,

Qwest will either reject the order on the ground that “new facilities” must be built, or will “hold”

the order under certain conditions.  In all of the States in its region, Qwest may cancel an order

that it has “held” for 30 business days if “the requested UNE remains unavailable.”2  Although

                                                
2 See Application at 26-27; Simpson/Stewart UNE Decl. ¶¶ 18-20.  Under its SGAT, Qwest is
required to “hold” an order only if it “would be legally obligated to build such facilities as a
provider of last resort (“POLR”) for its retail end users or under its obligations as an eligible
telecommunications carrier (“ETC”) to provide basic local exchange service.”  Simpson/Stewart
UNE Decl. ¶ 18 & n.32 (citing SGAT § 9.1.2.1.3).  Qwest also contends in its Application that it
will hold an order “while it explores incremental facility work to make a UNE available,” and
also when “the CLEC’s UNE request would be covered by a pending construction job.”
Application at 26.  However, aside from the SGAT provision requiring it to build facilities when
the CLEC’s request falls within its POLR or ETC obligations, Qwest takes the position that it
has no obligation to hold (rather than reject) CLEC orders when “no facilities” exist.  Indeed,
Qwest’s SGAT states that in situations where its POLR or ETC obligations are not involved,
“Qwest does not agree that it is obligated to build UNEs,” but instead will consider requests to
build UNEs under Section 9.19 of the SGAT, which states that Qwest will conduct an
“individual financial assessment of any request that requires construction of network capacity,
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the CLEC may request that Qwest construct whatever “facilities” are required, the CLEC must

pay charges for such construction in addition to the rate that it pays for the UNE itself.

In its first Application for Section 271 authority, Qwest represented to the

Commission that the “incremental facility work” that it would perform included “conditioning,

place a drop, add a network interface device, card existing subscriber loop carrier systems at the

central office and remote terminal, add field cross jumpers, or add central tie office pairs.”3  Last

December, when it found that Qwest’s “no facilities” policy satisfied the requirements of the

competitive checklist, the Commission relied on (inter alia) Qwest’s evidence that it “performs

incremental facility work to make UNEs available.”4  The Commission cited (and quoted)

approvingly Section 9.1.2.1.2 of Qwest’s SGAT, which states that “If cable capacity is available,

Qwest will complete incremental facility work (i.e., conditioning, place a drop, add a Network

Interface device, card existing subscriber Loop carrier systems at the Central Office and remote

terminal, add Central Office tie pairs, [and] add field cross jumpers) in order to complete

facilities to the Customer premises.”5

In its latest Application Qwest lists, as the “incremental facility work” that it will

complete, the same activities – including conditioning – that are set forth in SGAT Section

9.1.2.1.2, and that the Commission cited in its Nine-State Order.6  Qwest’s description, however,

                                                                                                                                                            
facilities, or space for access to or use of UNEs.”  See SGAT §§ 9.1.2.1.3, 9.19. 
3 See Application filed June 13, 2002, in WC Docket No. 02-148, at 40 (“Qwest I Application”)
(emphasis added).
4 Nine-State 271 Order ¶ 164.
5 Id. ¶ 164 n.617 (quoting SGAT § 9.1.2.1.2) (emphasis added).
6 Compare Qwest I Application at 40 with Application at 26 & Simpson/Stewart UNE Decl. ¶ 31
& n.31.
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is misleading.  Subsequent to the Commission’s decision, Qwest removed conditioning from its

definition of “incremental facility work.”  Only recently – after objections by the CLECs and by

the Staff of the Arizona Corporation Commission (“ACC”) – did Qwest even purport to

“withdraw” its deletion.

On April 30, 2003, Qwest issued an announcement to CLECs that it intended to

post changes to its Wholesale Product Catalog (“PCAT”), effective on June 16, that included

new or revised documentation for its CLEC-Request UNE Construction Process (“CRUNEC”).7

CRUNEC is the process by which CLECs may request that Qwest construct facilities for it under

the special construction provisions of the SGAT.  Under the CRUNEC process, Qwest does not

impose construction charges for activities that it classifies as incremental facility work.  

As part of the documentation changes that it announced in the April 30th Letter,

however, Qwest deleted conditioning from the list of “incremental facility work” that it would

provide to CLECs.8  Qwest purported to make this change pursuant to the Change Management

Process, classifying them as a “Level 3” change (i.e., change that has a “moderate” effect on

CLEC operating procedures).9

                                                
7 See Qwest letter to Mitchell Menezes (AT&T), dated April 30, 2003 (“April 30th Letter”),
attached hereto as Attachment 1; Application at 27.
8 April 30th Letter, Att. at 1.
9 April 30th Letter at 1; Declaration of Judith M. Schultz (“Schultz Decl.”) ¶ 33 (Sept. 4, 2003).
Qwest’s Change Management Process (“CMP”) specifies procedures governing Qwest-initiated
changes to products and processes, based on the impact of the proposed change to CLEC
operating procedures.  The CMP provides five possible levels of changes (Level 0 through Level
4) to reflect the severity of the impact.  For example, changes with no impact on documentation
or CLEC operating procedures are classified as  “Level 0,” while changes with the greatest
impact (i.e., will have a major effect on existing CLEC operating procedures or require the
development of new procedures) are classified as “Level 4” changes.  See Schultz Decl. ¶¶ 29-
34.
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The significance of the deletion of conditioning from the list of “incremental

facility work” in the CRUNEC documentation was not immediately apparent to CLECs.  Qwest

provided no explanation for the change, did not impose additional charges on conditioning of

unbundled loops in the revised documentation, and did not amend Section 9.1.2.1.2 of the SGAT

– which classifies conditioning as “incremental work.”  Only four weeks prior to the issuance of

the April 30th Letter, Qwest had stated that it would “provide removal of load coils and excessive

bridged taps at no charge.”10  Furthermore, in response to concerns expressed by Covad

regarding the proposed deletion of conditioning from its definition of “incremental facility

work,” Qwest assured CLECs that “current products that have conditioning at no charge will not

be affected.”11

After the revisions announced in the April 30th Letter became effective on June

16, however, substantial numbers of CLEC orders for DS1-capable loops were rejected on the

ground that “no facilities are available,” even though the same types of orders had been accepted

by Qwest’s OSS in the past.  As a result of these rejections, the rejection rate for CLEC orders

for high-capacity loops rose from 2 percent (prior to June 16) to approximately 20 percent in late

July.12  The dramatic increase in the rejection rate suggested that Qwest, without notice to

                                                
10 Letter from Qwest to Mitchell Menezes (AT&T), dated April 1, 2003, at 1 (attached hereto as
Attachment 2).
11 See Qwest Response to Document in Review, dated May 21, 2003 (attached hereto as
Attachment 3).  Qwest stated that the deletion “allows the CLEC to use CRUNEC for the build
process of products where before they could not.”  Id.
12 See Petition for Enforcement Pursuant to Section 271(d)(6) of the Act filed July 29, 2003, in
WC Docket No. 02-314, Initiation of a “No Facilities” Policy by Qwest Communications
International, Inc. in Violation of Its Comments to the Commission, at 3-5 (“Petition for
Enforcement”).  
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CLECs, had already altered its processes and “no facilities” policy to provide for the rejection of

any orders for DS1-capable loops requiring conditioning.

In fact, on July 11 Qwest announced additional changes in its CRUNEC

documentation, which made clear that Qwest was now treating the conditioning of an unbundled

DS-1 loop as the construction of “new facilities,” and would require CLECs to pay additional

charges for such conditioning.  Specifically, Qwest revised its documentation to require CLECs

to pay a “Quote Preparation Fee For Simple Facility Rearrangements” (“QPFS”) for such

activities as: (1) removing fewer than four load coils; (2) removing bridged taps as required for

the requested facility; (3) placing a repeater card in an existing apparatus case; and (4) changing

slots for an existing repeater card in an existing apparatus case.13  For additional incremental

work (such as the removal of more than four load coils), Qwest would charge a higher Quotation

Fee for “special construction.”  Such Quotation Fees are required only for construction of new

facilities under the CRUNEC process.  As in the case of its April 30th Letter, Qwest’s July 11th

Letter purported to make the revisions pursuant to the CMP, and classified them as a “Level 3”

change.14

Because the CRUNEC process is not required for incremental facility work, the

effect of Qwest’s new revisions was to alter the current processes, and add new charges, for

obtaining conditioned loops.  Under the CRUNEC process, before Qwest will build “new

facilities,” the CLEC must manually submit a request for a price quote and pay a Quote

Preparation Fee (a fee to cover Qwest’s costs in preparing the quote).  That fee alone has been

                                                
13 See letter from Qwest to Doug Denney (AT&T), dated July 11, 2003, Att. at 2-3 (“July 11th

Letter”) (attached hereto as Attachment 4).
14 Id. at 1.
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estimated to be $1,500 or more per order.15  Even if it accepts Qwest’s price quote, the CLEC

must then resubmit the LSR, and then wait for Qwest to build the “new facilities.”  If, in lieu of

following the CRUNEC process, a CLEC simply submits an order for a loop that requires the

construction of “new facilities,” Qwest is likely to reject or hold the order on the ground that “no

facilities are available.”  However, because the CLEC will not know beforehand which DS-1

loop orders Qwest will reject or hold, all DS-1 loop orders impacted by the changes in

provisioning will go through a two-step process (submitting an additional order after the

rejection or “hold,” either for “construction” of the DS1-capable loop or for special access)

causing significant and unwarranted delays.

Item 2 of the checklist requires that Qwest meet the requirement of Section

251(c)(3) that it provide nondiscriminatory access to UNEs “on rates, terms, and conditions that

are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.”16  Item 4 of the checklist requires (inter alia) that

Qwest provide nondiscriminatory access to unbundled loops.17  Qwest’s revision of its CRUNEC

process violates Items 2 and 4 of the checklist.

Qwest’s policy is discriminatory, unjust, and unreasonable in a number of

respects.  First, by effectively reclassifying line conditioning as “new facilities” which it is

                                                
15 See Comments of Mountain Telecommunications, Inc. in Support of Petition for Enforcement
Pursuant to Section 271(d)(6) of the Act, filed August 8, 2003, in WC Docket No. 02-314, supra,
at 4 (“The Quote Preparation Fee being charged by Qwest is $1,685 per DS1-capable loop
order”).
16 See 47 U.S.C. §§ 251(c)(3), 271(c)(2)(B)(ii).
17 Item 4 of the checklist requires that a BOC provide “[l]ocal loop transmission from the central
office to the customer’s premises, unbundled from local switching or other services.”  47 U.S.C.
271(c)(2)(B)(iv).  As part of its showing that it complies with this item, Qwest must demonstrate
that it is providing nondiscriminatory access to unbundled loops.  Qwest Nine-State 271 Order,
App. K ¶ 49.
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willing to build only under certain conditions – and for which it will assess additional charges

even if it does build them – Qwest is violating its obligation to provide access to UNEs under

Section 251(c)(3).  In its Local Competition Order, the Commission found that this obligation

“include[s] modifications to incumbent LEC facilities to the extent necessary to accommodate

. . . access to network elements.”18  That holding was approved by the Eighth Circuit.19  In its

recent Triennial Review Order, the Commission reaffirmed its holding, recognizing that in the

absence of such a requirement, “the incumbent LECs would have the ability to dictate the

parameters of their unbundling requirements and thereby readily thwart competitors’ ability to

obtain access to high-capacity loops.”20

Line conditioning is plainly the type of “modifications” that Qwest is required to

perform under the Local Competition Order and the Triennial Review Order.  Tasks such as the

removal of load coils and bridged taps do not require Qwest to “build” facilities.  

Qwest’s revision of its CRUNEC process is, in fact, directly contrary to the

Commission’s rulings on this issue in both the UNE Remand Order and the Triennial Review

Order.  In the UNE Remand Order, the Commission revised its definition of the unbundled loop

to make explicit that loop conditioning is “among the ‘features, functions, and capabilities’ of the

loop.”21  Similarly, in the Triennial Review Order the Commission held that “Line conditioning

                                                
18 Local Competition Order ¶ 198.
19 See Iowa Utilities Board v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 813 n.33 (8th Cir. 1997). 
20 Triennial Review Order ¶ 633.
21 UNE Remand Order ¶ 167 & n.301.  Thus, the Commission “require[d] incumbent LECs to
condition loops” and amended its regulations to provide that the features functions, and
capabilities of the local loop “include, but are not limited to, dark fiber, attached electronics
(except those electronics used for the provision of advanced services, such as Digital Subscriber
Line Access Multiplexers), and line conditioning.”  Id. ¶ 167 & Att. App. C (revised 47 C.F.R. §



WC Docket No. 03-194
AT&T Comments – September 24, 2003
 

11

does not constitute the creation of a superior network, as some incumbent LECs argue.”22  Thus,

the Commission concluded that loop conditioning is “intrinsically linked to the local loop” and

again expressly “include[d] it within the definition of the loop network element.”23

Because loop conditioning is a feature, function, and capability of the unbundled

local loop, Qwest’s revision of its CRUNEC process was unlawful.  As the result of that

revision, Qwest improperly assessed charges for loop conditioning in addition to the charge that

the CLEC must pay for the loop itself.  The revisions that Qwest announced on July 11, for

example, required CLECs to pay additional charges for the removal of fewer than four load coils,

for the removal of bridged taps as required, placing a repeater card in the existing apparatus case,

and changing slots for an existing repeater card in an existing apparatus case.24  Under the

Triennial Review Order, however, the removal of load coils and bridged taps clearly constitute

“routine network modifications” for which Qwest cannot assess additional charges.

Furthermore, placing repeater cards, and changing slots for existing repeater cards, in an existing

apparatus case fall within the specific examples of “loop modification functions that the [ILECs]

routinely perform for their own customers” that the Commission described in the Triennial

Review Order.25

Even Qwest has recognized that these tasks are simply routine modifications

(“incremental facility work”).  For example, Qwest classified these tasks as such before it issued

                                                                                                                                                            
51.319(a)(1) (emphasis added).  See also Triennial Review Order ¶ 203 & n.638.
22 Triennial Review Order ¶ 643 (emphasis added).
23 Id.
24 See Qwest July 11th Letter, Att. at 2 (Attachment 4 hereto).
25 See Triennial Review Order ¶¶ 634-635 (citing, inter alia, “adding an equipment [apparatus]
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its April 30th and July 11th Letters.  Qwest’s revised policy is inconsistent with Section 9.1.2.1.2

of its own SGAT, which even today classifies conditioning as “incremental facility work.”26  The

ACC recognized that fact in its discussion of Qwest’s new charges in an order that it issued only

last week.  The ACC found that “Qwest’s new policy is at odds with” the SGAT, the language of

which was “painstakingly worked out.”27  Furthermore, Qwest already collects recurring and

nonrecurring costs for each of these conditioning activities in the rates that it charges for loops

and other UNEs.

Second, Qwest’s revised policy regarding loop conditioning is discriminatory,

because it has imposed additional costs and burdens on CLECs that Qwest does not experience

in its retail operations.  For example, Qwest’s reclassification of loop conditioning as “new

facilities” has resulted in a substantial increase in rejections of CLEC orders by Qwest’s OSS.

As previously indicated, the percentage of all CLEC high-capacity loop orders rejected on the

ground that “no facilities” were available jumped from a 2 percent rate prior to June 16 to

approximately 20 percent in late July.  When an order is rejected, the CLEC must then request a

price quotation and then, if it accepts the price, submit a new local service request (“LSR”), and

then wait until facilities become available.  This process will delay provisioning beyond 15

business days, which is the standard interval under Qwest’s SGAT for unbundled conditioned

                                                                                                                                                            
case,” “adding a doubler or repeater,” and “adding a line card”).  See also id. ¶¶ 632-633.
26 In addition, Qwest’s revised CRUNEC process is inconsistent with Exhibit A of the SGAT,
which includes Commission-approved rates for conditioning that cover Qwest’s costs of
providing UNEs.  That exhibit does not include or authorize separate construction charges or
Quote Preparation Fees for conditioning.
27 See ACC Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238, In the Matter of US West Communications Inc.’s
Compliance With Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Decision No. 66642,
Order issued September 16, 2003, at ¶ 109 (“ACC Order”).  A copy of the ACC’s Order is
attached hereto as Attachment 5.
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loops.28  Delays in provisioning invariably result in customer dissatisfaction, and may even cause

the customer to cancel its order.  The revised policy also required the CLEC to bear the

additional costs of submitting requests for quotations and the additional LSR, while delaying the

CLEC’s ability to bill the customer for the service.  Even when the order is “held,” rather than

rejected, the loop will not be provisioned until facilities become available, thereby postponing

installation (and billing by the CLEC) well beyond the 15-day standard interval.  

Because of the delays and costs inherent in order rejections and the process of

requesting a price quote, the CLEC often will have little choice but to submit an order (its second

order) for special access facilities to serve the customer, because it may lose the customer if it

simply waits until facilities become available.  But even the ordering of special access facilities

puts the CLEC at a competitive disadvantage, because it will increase the installation time

beyond the period that would have been required if Qwest simply proceeded to perform the

conditioning as “incremental facility work” and provision the original order.  

Furthermore, the prices charged by Qwest for special access facilities are

substantially higher than the recurring costs of a DS-1 loop cross-connect.  Thus, a CLEC which

orders special access in order to avoid the need to await the availability of facilities will be

paying a far higher price for rendering the service than it would if Qwest simply performed

conditioning as incremental facility work.29

                                                
28 SGAT, Exh. C.
29 Although it currently uses special access to provide local exchange service to large business
customers, AT&T would prefer to provide such service through DS1-capable loops.  AT&T uses
special access because of the difficulties of establishing to the RBOCs’ satisfaction that the DS-1
loops AT&T sought to order would be used predominantly for local service, rather than for long-
distance service.  However, now that the Triennial Review Order has removed a number of the
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There is no evidence that Qwest’s retail operations experience such problems.  To

the contrary, when a Qwest representative submits an order for a retail customer that requires

“construction” in the nature of that described above, Qwest will proceed to build the facilities,

without rejecting or holding the order and without imposing additional charges.

In addition, Qwest’s revised CRUNEC process is discriminatory because it

applies the process to DS1-capable loops, but not to other types of loops.  Qwest, for example,

does not apply the CRUNEC process to orders for special access services.  Instead, Qwest

performs the construction necessary to provision the special access, such as line conditioning and

the addition of repeaters described above, without rejecting the order or demanding that the

CLEC, or a retail customer, follow the CRUNEC process – even though the construction

required to implement such services is similar in nature to the “construction” required to

implement DS1-capable loops.

Third, by changing its documentation to eliminate loop conditioning from the

category of “incremental facility work” and requiring the CLECs – for the first time – to pay

“construction charges” for such conditioning, Qwest has violated its obligation to provide a

change management process that “afford[s] an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to

compete.”30  The Commission has repeatedly emphasized that an adequate CMP is a critical

component of a BOC’s obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to its operations support

systems (“OSS”), and thus nondiscriminatory access to UNEs under Item 2 of the checklist.  As

the Commission has stated, “change management problems can impair a competing carrier’s

                                                                                                                                                            
Commission’s preexisting restrictions on the use of DS-1 loops, AT&T intends to order DS1-
capable loops in the future.



WC Docket No. 03-194
AT&T Comments – September 24, 2003
 

15

ability to obtain nondiscriminatory access to UNEs, and hence a BOC’s compliance with section

271(c)(2)(B)(ii).”31  Thus, even if it determines that the CMP is otherwise adequate, the

Commission will determine whether “the BOC has adhered to this process over time.”32

Qwest’s revision of its CRUNEC process constituted both a violation and a

misuse of the CMP.  To the extent that the changes in Qwest’s CRUNEC process fell within the

scope of the CMP, Qwest’s announcements of those changes in the April 30th and July 11th

Letters did not conform to the CMP document.  As previously stated, those Letters described the

change as a Level 3 change, which is a change that has a “moderate” effect on CLEC operating

procedures.  Qwest’s actions, however, severely impacted CLEC operations.  By reclassifying

conditioning as “new construction” for which CLECs must pay additional charges (including a

substantial Quote Preparation Fee), Qwest’s changes significantly and severely impacted CLEC

operations.  As a result of the changes, a substantial number of CLEC orders were rejected and

delayed, CLECs were forced to follow new procedures that require the submission of two orders

and a request for a price quotation, orders for conditioned loops were provisioned beyond the 15-

business-day interval for conditioned loops specified in Qwest’s SGAT, and CLECs incurred

substantial additional costs.    

Qwest’s classification of its revisions as a Level 3 change was clearly erroneous.

Instead, the change should have been classified as a Level 4 change, which the CMP defines as a

change that has “a major effect on existing CLEC operating procedures or that require[s] the

                                                                                                                                                            
30 See, e.g., SBC Michigan 271 Order ¶ 117; Qwest Nine-State Order, App. K ¶ 40.
31 See New York 271 Order ¶ 103.  See also, e.g., SBC Michigan 271 Order, App. C ¶ 41; Qwest
Nine-State 271 Order, App. K ¶ 41. 
32 Qwest Nine-State 271 Order, App. K ¶ 40; Pennsylvania 271 Order, App. C ¶ 40; New York



WC Docket No. 03-194
AT&T Comments – September 24, 2003
 

16

development of new procedures.”33  Qwest’s own CMP document states that a Level 4 change is,

for example, one that increases an interval in the Qwest standard interval guide, adds a new

manual process, or limits the availability or functionality of an existing product or existing

feature.34  These are precisely the types of consequences resulting from Qwest’s revision of the

CRUNEC process.

Qwest’s misclassification of the change enabled it to implement its revisions to

the CRUNEC process even over the CLECs’ objections, without following the procedures of the

CMP governing change requests (“CRs”) which involve proposed changes in products and

processes.  When Qwest classifies a change as a Level 3 change, the CMP simply requires Qwest

to provide initial notification at least 31 days prior to the implementation of the change, to give

the CLECs 15 days to provide input on the proposed change, and to implement the change until

at least 15 days after it issues a final notification following the submission of CLEC comments.35

By contrast, Qwest must initiate a Level 4 change by submitting a CR, which must go through a

multiple-step collaborative process with the CLECs – including joint prioritization of the CR by

Qwest and the CLECs – before it may be implemented (if it is implemented at all).36  Had Qwest

followed this procedure and submitted a CR, the changes would never have been implemented,

in view of the CLECs’ objections to the reclassification of conditioning activities as construction

of “new facilities.” 

                                                                                                                                                            
271 Order ¶ 102.
33 See Schultz Decl. ¶ 34 (defining Level 4 changes). 
34 Id., Exh. JMS-CMP-2 (CMP Document), § 5.4.5.
35 Schultz Decl. ¶ 33. 
36 See id. ¶¶ 23-28, 34. 
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Qwest’s revisions of the CRUNEC process also violated the CMP because they

unilaterally imposed on CLECs charges for loop conditioning which are not required in the

interconnection agreements that CLECs have made with Qwest.  The CMP document in the

Qwest region states that if there is a “conflict between the changes implemented through the

CMP and any CLEC interconnection agreement (whether based on the Qwest SGAT or not), the

rates, terms and conditions of such agreement shall prevail as between Qwest and the CLEC

party to such interconnection agreement.”37  Despite this provision, Qwest insisted on collecting

charges for conditioning from CLECs, without even attempting to seek an amendment to the

interconnection agreements that would have permitted such charges.

In addition to violating the CMP, Qwest misused the CMP by invoking it to

impose additional charges on CLECs without the approval of the Arizona Corporation

Commission.  The CMP may not be used for this purpose, because pricing is not properly part of

the CMP.  Like other States in the Qwest region, Arizona requires that Qwest submit proposed

new charges to the State commission for approval – and such charges may become effective only

when, and if, the ACC approves them, consistent with federal law and regulations.38  Rather than

follow this requirement, Qwest imposed new charges for loop conditioning through its July 11th

Letter, which invoked the CMP.  

Because of the inconsistency of Qwest’s revised CRUNEC process with the CMP

and with the requirement of obtaining ACC approval before assessing new charges, the ACC has

ordered Qwest to rescind its changes (and refund the charges collected thereunder) – and has

                                                
37 CMP Document § 1.0 (Schultz Decl., Exh. JMS-CMP-2) (emphasis added). 
38 See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)(1).



WC Docket No. 03-194
AT&T Comments – September 24, 2003
 

18

found that the withdrawal of the changes is necessary to comply with the competitive checklist.

In its recent order, the ACC stated:

To the extent unapproved rates are contained in Qwest’s
SGAT, Staff believes that they would be considered interim and
subject to true up once the Commission approves final rates.
However, Staff does not believe that there should be any rates in
the SGAT that Qwest has not separately filed with the
Commission, along with cost support, for prior review and
approval.  To allow Qwest to simply put rates into effect, without
the agreement of the CLEC in a particular case through a
negotiated interconnection agreement, could be a great
impediment to competition.

Staff agrees with Eschelon with respect to the recently
imposed construction charges on CLECs for line conditioning.
Staff is extremely concerned that Qwest would implement such a
significant change through the CMP process without prior
Commission approval.  . . . Staff recommends that Qwest be
ordered to immediately suspend its policy of assessing construction
charges on CLECs for line conditioning and reconditioning and
immediately provide refunds to any CLECs relating to these
unauthorized charges.  Qwest should reinstitute its prior policy on
these issues as reflected in its current SGAT.  If Qwest desires to
implement this change, then it should notify the Commission in
Phase III of the Cost Docket, but must obtain Commission
approval of such a change prior to its implementation.  To the
extent Qwest does not agree to these conditions, Staff recommends
that Qwest’s compliance with Checklist Items 2 and 4 be reopened.
We agree with Staff.39

Given the anticompetitive and discriminatory effects of its revisions to the

CRUNEC process, it is clear that Qwest’s motive in making the revisions was to impede the

availability of DS1-capable loops to CLECs – and, as a result, the CLECs’ ability to compete.

Because of the revisions, the CLECs experienced order rejections or “holds” on the ground that

“construction” was required.  As a result, the CLEC was faced with three possible choices: (1)

cancel the loop order altogether; (2) order special access; or (3) use the CRUNEC process. 
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Whatever the CLEC’s decision, its choice gave Qwest a competitive advantage.  If the CLEC

cancelled the order, Qwest retained the customer.  If the CLEC chose to order special access,

Qwest would receive revenues far higher than those it receives for DS1-capable loops.  Using the

revised CRUNEC process would impose additional costs on the CLECs and delay provisioning

of orders for DS1-capable loops (to the dissatisfaction of CLEC customers).  Although this is

clearly a “win-win” situation for Qwest, it plainly is not a process that comports with the

requirements of Section 271.

B. Qwest’s Recently-Adopted “Interim Policy” Does Not Cure Its Violation of
the Competitive Checklist.

After Qwest issued its July 11th Letter, CLECs strongly protested to Qwest that its

decision to impose charges for line conditioning was unlawful and contrary to Qwest’s own

SGAT, which continues to classify line conditioning as “incremental facility work” that is

performed without charge to CLECs.  In late July, certain CLECs filed a Petition for

Enforcement with this Commission in the Qwest III proceeding, pursuant to Section 271(d)(6),

on the ground that Qwest’s revised policy was contrary to its representation in its previous

Section 271 Application that loop conditioning was incremental facility work.  The Staff of the

ACC expressed similar concerns, and recommended in a Proposed Order that it submitted to the

ACC (and which was adopted by the ACC on September 16) that Qwest be ordered to “suspend”

its new policy and reinstate the existing one, and that the ACC reevaluate its previous finding of

compliance with Checklist Items 2 and 4 if Qwest refused to do so.40

                                                                                                                                                            
39 ACC Order at ¶¶ 108-109 (Attachment 5 hereto) (emphasis added). 
40 See Proposed Order issued August 19, 2003, in ACC Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238, supra,
at ¶ 109.  Qwest suggests in its Application that the Commission should make no ruling in the
instant proceeding regarding the lawfulness of Qwest’s construction policies as they apply to
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On August 8, after receiving the objections of the CLECs and the ACC Staff,

Qwest advised the CLECs that during a CMP meeting scheduled for August 15, it was prepared

to discuss its “intent to suspend the current processes associated with the build of DS1 Capable

Unbundled Loops” under the CRUNEC process.41  During the meeting (a conference call) on

August 15, Qwest stated that it would withdraw its revisions and reinstate the previous CRUNEC

process – and therefore would again classify loop conditioning as incremental facility work to be

performed without charge.  Qwest also stated during the conference call that it would meet with

CLECs outside of the CMP and attempt to obtain agreement on the issue.

Whether Qwest has returned to its processes that were in effect before June 16,

however, is highly questionable.  And if Qwest has not fully returned to its previous processes, it

remains unclear precisely what aspects of those processes Qwest has, or has not, readopted.

On August 20, Qwest provided CLECs with a document describing the process

that it would implement in response to the CLECs’ comments.  Although the document appeared

to remove most conditioning activities from the CRUNEC process, Qwest described the process

set forth in the document as an “interim process” that Qwest would “temporarily implement”

until “the CLECs and Qwest develop a long term process.”42  Qwest’s characterization of this

                                                                                                                                                            
DS-1 loops, because this issue is currently being considered both by the ACC and by the
Commission itself in the Qwest III docket involving the CLECs’ Petition for Enforcement.  See
Application at 27.  Qwest is incorrect.  Qwest’s construction policies are part of the processes of
ordering and provisioning UNEs and loops.  Thus, the Commission must consider whether
Qwest’s policies are nondiscriminatory, just, and reasonable in order to make a complete
assessment of Qwest’s compliance with Items 2 and 4 of the checklist.  
41 See Letter from Qwest to Sharon Van Meter (AT&T), dated August 8, 2003, at 1 (attached
hereto as Attachment 6).
42 See Qwest Notification (Document Number GENL.08.20.03.F.01537.DS1Capable
Loop_CRUNEC), dated August 20, 2003, at 1 & Att. at 1 (“August 20th Notification”) (attached
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new process as “interim” and “temporary” was inconsistent with its previous representation that

it would reinstate its preexisting policy regarding line conditioning.  Qwest had never previously

described as “interim” the process that it had in effect prior to June 16 (the date on which the

changes described in its April 30th Letter became effective).  Furthermore, the August 20th

document indicated that Qwest was making little change in its requirement, set forth in the July

11th Letter, that CLECs must pay charges for the removal of load coils.43  

Qwest’s August 20th document also did not make clear whether all of the other

conditioning activities for which it had collected additional charges would now be again

designated as incremental facility work.  For example, Qwest stated that under the “interim

process,” the “other network functions” that it would perform without change included the

placement of one apparatus case – suggesting that Qwest would not install two or more apparatus

cases on a loop without requiring the CLEC to follow the CRUNEC process and pay additional

charges.44  Such a policy would have been inconsistent with the Commission’s finding in the

Triennial Review Order that attaching apparatus cases “is already standard practice in most areas

of the country” and “is easily accomplished.”45

On August 27 (one week before it filed its Application), Qwest issued a red-lined

version of the August 20th document that made a substantial number of changes in that

                                                                                                                                                            
hereto as Attachment 7).  The document attached to Qwest’s August 20th Notification will be
described hereinafter as the “August 20th document”).
43 Qwest still required that CLECs pay charges for the removal of four or more coils.  Id., Att. at
1 (listing “Removal of 3 or fewer Load Coils” as work that Qwest would perform for CLECs
without charge).
44 Id., Att. 1 at 1.
45 Triennial Review Order ¶ 635. 
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document.  For example, Qwest deleted the limitation on the number of load coils that it removes

without charge.46   The red-lined document issued on August 27, however, raised more questions

than it answered.  Qwest amended the August 20th document to provide that “During the Interim

Process,” it would “develop, explain, and present a new process for provisioning of DS1-capable

loops when they are not available in the inventory but that can be constructed if facilities are re-

engineered.”47  This constituted a significant change from the August 20th document, which did

not contain the phrase “during the interim process” and had described the “new process” as an

“expedited construction process to allow CLECs to acquire DS1-capable loops” when they are

not available.48  

Qwest’s insertion of yet another reference to an “interim process,” together with

its revision of the description of the “new process,” in the August 27th red-lined document

provided further evidence that it would not readopt or maintain the CRUNEC process as it

existed prior to June 16.  Moreover, Qwest’s assertion in the red-line document that it would

“develop, explain and present a new process” regarding DS-1 provisioning when facilities are

unavailable suggested that Qwest would determine that process unilaterally, regardless of

whether the CLECs object.  The red-lined document itself is evidence that Qwest would

determine a “new process” unilaterally, because Qwest issued it without consultation with the

CLECs – contrary to its promise on August 15 that it would meet with CLECs to discuss the

process and attempt to obtain agreement.

                                                
46 See letter from Qwest to Carla Pardee (AT&T), dated August 27, 2003, at 1 & Att. at 1
(attached hereto as Attachment 8) (“August 27th Letter”).   
47 Red-lined document released with August 27th Letter, at 1-2 (“August 27th Red-Lined
Document”) (Attachment 9 hereto).  
48 See August 20th Notification, Att. at 1 (Attachment 7) (emphasis added).
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During the week of September 15, Qwest made more revisions in its August 20th

document.  On September 15, Qwest issued a new red-lined version of the document, which

deleted: (1) any description of the current process as an “interim” process; and (2) the limitation

on the number of apparatus cases that Qwest would install without applying the CRUNEC

process.49  Qwest also revised its description of the “new process” that it would develop to

provide that it would develop, explain, and prevent that process “in collaboration with the

CLECs through the CMP.”50  This commitment to collaboration “through the CMP,” however,

did not make clear whether Qwest would classify its “new process” as a Level 3 change – as it

had done in the case of the changes announced in April and July – rather as a Level 4 change that

would require it to use the change request process under the CMP.  

On September 18, Qwest issued yet another notice with a new red-lined version of

its August 20th document.51  The new version deleted altogether from the document Qwest’s

previous statement (in the September 15th red-lined version) that “Qwest will develop, explain

and present a new process for provisioning of DS1-capable loops in collaboration with the

CLECs through the CMP.”52  It is unclear whether this deletion reflects an abandonment of

Qwest’s intention to develop a “new process,” or a decision by Qwest simply to develop such a

process without collaborating with the CLECs.

                                                
49 See “Qwest Provisioning Process – Unbundled Local Loop – DS1 Capable Loop and
CRUNEC – Effective August 20, 2003,” red-lined document issued September 15, 2003, at 1-2
(“September 15th Red-Lined Document”).  A copy of this document is attached hereto as
Attachment 10.
50 September 15th Red-Lined Document at 2.
51 See letter from Qwest to Carla Pardee (AT&T), dated September 18, 2003, and red-lined
document attached thereto (attached hereto as Attachment 11).
52 Id., Att. at 2 (Attachment 11).
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The September 18th red-lined document represents the fourth set of revisions that

Qwest has made in the August 20th document in the four weeks since its original issuance.53  The

frequency and extent of these changes only provide an additional basis for questioning whether

the changes are cosmetic efforts by Qwest to prevent its Application from being jeopardized, as

opposed to a good faith attempt by Qwest to implement the directive of the ACC.54

At an open meeting before the ACC on September 8, 2003, counsel for Qwest

agreed to return “100%” to the processes in place prior to June 16.  Nonetheless, to date Qwest

has not expressly withdrawn the policy it described in the April 30th and July 11th Letters.

Furthermore, despite the ACC’s directive that it “immediately provide refunds to CLECs relating

to these unauthorized charges,” Qwest has simply “offered” to make refunds in its September 5th

red-lined document, and required CLECs to submit a request if they desire refunds.55  

Given these facts, there is no reason to believe that Qwest has fully abandoned its

policy of applying the CRUNEC process to loop conditioning.  Qwest purported to change that

policy only shortly before it filed with its Application with the Commission.  The August 20th

                                                
53 Qwest issued another red-lined version on September 5, which clarified its previous
commitment to specify that it would waive all conversion charges for circuits originally ordered
between June 16 and August 20, and not merely for circuits installed during the same period (as
Qwest had previously stated).
54 It appears that Qwest has not even developed adequate processes to implement the
commitments that it made in the August 20th, as revised by the subsequent red-lined versions that
it issued.  According to a recent ex parte submission by Eschelon in this proceeding, despite
Qwest’s promise in that document to convert the lines that CLECs had to order as private lines
due to the revisions in the CRUNEC process that it announced in July, Qwest still has not
implemented a conversion process that works – and “conversion orders are at a standstill” – even
after Qwest provided three different processes to Eschelon.  See electronic mail message dated
September 16, 2003, from Karen L. Clauson (Eschelon) to Jodi Smith (DOJ) (“Subject:  DS1
capable loop update”), included in ex parte submission from Karen L. Clauson submitted
September 18, 2003. 
55 See August 20th document at 2 (Attachment 7). 
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document, and the stream of red-lined versions that have followed, still do not make clear

whether, or to what extent, Qwest has readopted its previous policy of making the CRUNEC

process inapplicable to loop conditioning. 

Even if Qwest has reverted to its pre-June 16 CRUNEC process, there is ample

reason to believe that, as soon as its Application is approved, Qwest will reinstate the revised

process that it purportedly withdrew.  Until last week, Qwest characterized its recent about-face

as an “interim” process, and that it would develop a “new” process.  Moreover, Qwest’s past

behavior suggests that it adopted the “interim” process as a temporary device to avoid denial of

its Application.  Qwest issued its July 11th Letter expressly announcing the applicability of the

CRUNEC process to conditioning activities only two weeks after the Commission approved its

Section 271 Application for Minnesota – leaving Arizona as the only State in its region that had

not yet received 271 approval.  Given the timing of the letter, it appears that Qwest waited until

the Commission approved its Applications for the 13 other States before it acknowledged the

changes in its process.  Similarly, in view of the inconsistency of these changes with the

requirements of the competitive checklist, Qwest had every reason to give the appearance of

withdrawing them until the Commission has ruled on its Application for Arizona.

For these reasons, the Commission should find that Qwest’s provisioning of DS1-

capable loops does not satisfy checklist items two (nondiscriminatory access to unbundled

elements) and four (unbundled loops).
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II. QWEST VIOLATES CHECKLIST ITEM 2 BY NOT HAVING ADEQUATE
PROCESSES FOR ENSURING THAT DEFECTS IN ITS NEWLY-
IMPLEMENTED SOFTWARE ARE CORRECTED PROMPTLY.

The Commission has recognized in prior section 271 orders “the importance of

reducing the number of [software] coding defects that require competing carriers to modify their

electronic ordering processes.”56  In this regard, the Commission noted approvingly in prior

orders that BellSouth has committed itself in its change management plan to correcting software

defects within specific time intervals according to the severity of the defect.57  The Commission

further noted approvingly that BellSouth also adopted a metric to measure “the intervals for

defect repairs.”58

In contrast to BellSouth, Qwest does not have adequate processes in place to

ensure that defects in its newly-implemented software are corrected promptly.  As an initial

matter, AT&T’s experience is that Qwest rarely admits to defects in its systems, and instead

routinely labels software problems as problems in the software “documentation.”  When Qwest

labels a defect as a “documentation” defect, as it invariably does, it just revises the

documentation without revising its software.  As a result, CLECs are forced to assume the

                                                
56 Georgia/Louisiana 271 Order, ¶ 195; see also BellSouth 5-State 271 Order, ¶ 200 (noting that
the Commission “share[s] the concern” of DOJ and CLECs regarding “the number of defects in
BellSouth’s releases”).
57 Georgia/Louisiana 271 Order, ¶ 195 & n.744 (noting that “[t]he Change Control Process
requires BellSouth to correct ‘High Impact’ defects within 10 business days, ‘Medium Impact’
defects within 90 business days, and ‘Low Impact’ defects with ‘best effort,’ although BellSouth
has committed to a 120 day interval”); BellSouth 5-State 271 Order, ¶ 201 & n.780 (noting that
BellSouth had revised its standard to require “high-impact” defects to be corrected within 10
days, “medium impact” defects to be corrected within 30 days, and “low impact” defects to be
corrected within 45 days). 
58 BellSouth 5-State 271 Order, ¶ 201; Georgia/Louisiana 271 Order, ¶ 195 (stating that the
Commission was “reassured . . . that new metrics being developed in Georgia will measure how
well BellSouth fixes defects within the required timeframes”).
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burden of fixing the underlying problem and often must re-program their systems.  Qwest will

only revise its software if the CLEC submits a change request to Qwest for repair of the defect,

which takes considerable time to implement.  

AT&T recently encountered a problem when it attempted to place orders that

included multiple call-blocking features (such as 900-number call-blocking or international call-

blocking).  When CLECs place orders including such call-blocking features, they must list the

features in a certain field of the LSR.  After Qwest’s software was in production, Qwest informed

CLECs that the blocking features must be listed in alphabetical order on the LSR – a requirement

not specified in Qwest’s documentation – or else they will not be processed.  AT&T views the

failure of Qwest’s systems to process call-blocking requests that are not alphabetized as a system

defect, but Qwest deemed the problem a mere documentation issue and did nothing more than

change its documentation.  As a result, AT&T was forced to revise its systems and retrain its

personnel to work around Qwest’s defect.

Significantly, Qwest recently rejected a proposed amendment to its change

management plan that would have closed this loophole permitting it to avoid correcting system

defects by (mis)labeling them as mere documentation problems.  On April 15, 2003, MCI

submitted a change request (“CR”) proposing that Qwest’s change management plan be amended

to classify defects in Qwest’s software according to their severity and to specify that Qwest is

required to fix each category of defect within a specific number of days.59  MCI’s specific

proposal, which is modeled after the provisions of the BellSouth change management plan, is

                                                
59 Qwest’s change management plan currently provides that IT trouble tickets are assigned one of
four severity levels, but does not commit Qwest to fixing any level of defect within a specific
time interval.  See Qwest Wholesale Change Management Process Document §§ 12.3 – 12.5,
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attached as Attachment 12.  This proposal unequivocally required Qwest to “correct problems

discovered in production versions of an interface,” which are defined as problems “where the

interface is not working in accordance to the user requirements or the business rules published by

Qwest.”60  This language would preclude Qwest from merely changing its documentation and

leaving the underlying problem in the interface uncorrected.     

MCI’s proposal was discussed in meetings conducted pursuant to the change

management process over several months.  Qwest consistently opposed MCI’s proposal on the

ground that it is not practicable for Qwest to commit to fixed time frames for remedying defects

of particular severity levels.  On August 29, 2003, Qwest voted against MCI’s change request,

while all of the CLECs who voted, including AT&T, voted in favor of it.  Unanimous agreement

is required to amend Qwest’s change management plan.61  As a result, Qwest’s veto of MCI’s

change request means that it is formally rejected and that no further action will be taken as part

of the change management process.

Qwest’s refusal to agree to language in the change management plan requiring it

to correct all system defects flies in the face of the Commission’s implicit recognition in the

BellSouth orders that it is the BOCs’ burden to repair defects in their software.  As matters stand

now, CLECs often bear the burden of reprogramming their systems to address Qwest system

defects, forcing CLECs to expend time and money to their competitive detriment.  As the

Commission has recognized, software defects are a matter of significant “importance” to CLECs,

                                                                                                                                                            
Schultz Decl., Exh. JMS-CMP-2. 
60 Id. (emphasis added); see also id. (providing that “[c]orrection” of defects “will occur” within
fixed time intervals) (emphasis added).
61 Schultz Decl. ¶ 16.
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particularly when they force CLECs to go to the effort of modifying their own electronic

ordering processes.62  

Qwest’s refusal to commit to fixed time frames for resolving software defects also

has significant competitive consequences to CLECs.  As matters stand now, CLECs have no idea

when corrections will be made or how repair efforts will be prioritized.  This uncertainty is

extremely disruptive to CLECs’ ordering activities.

                                                
62 Georgia/Louisiana 271 Order, ¶ 195.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Qwest’s Application for authorization to provide in-region,

interLATA services in Arizona must be denied.
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Chicago, Illinois 60603
(312) 853-7000

Leonard J. Cali
Lawrence J. Lafaro
Richard A. Rocchini
One AT&T Way
Room 3A227
Bedminster, NJ  07921
(908) 532-1843

David L. Lawson
Jacqueline G. Cooper
Richard E. Young
SIDLEY AUSTIN BROWN & WOOD, L.L.P.
1501 K St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 736-8000

Mary B. Tribby
AT&T Communications of the Mountain
States, Inc.
1875 Lawrence Street, Room 1575
Denver, Colorado 80202
(303) 298-6163

Attorneys for AT&T Corp.

September 24, 2003
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 24th day of September, 2003, I caused true and correct

copies of the forgoing Comments of AT&T Corp. to be served on all parties by mailing, postage

prepaid to their addresses listed on the attached service list.

Dated:  September 24, 2003
Washington,  D.C.

/s/ Peter M. Andros
Peter M. Andros
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SERVICE LIST

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Room CY-B402
Washington, D.C. 2055463

Qualex International
Portals II
445 12th Street, SW, Room CY-B402
Washington, D.C. 20554

Janice Myles
Wireline Competition Bureau
445 12th Street, SW
Room 5-C327
Washington, D.C. 20554

Ryan Harsch
U.S. Department of Justice
Antitrust Division
Telecommunications and Media
  Enforcement Section
1401 H Street, NW, Suite 8000
Washington, D.C. 20530

Maureen Scott
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Peter A. Rohrbach
Mace J. Rosenstein
Linda L. Oliver
David L. Sieradzki
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004

                                                
63  Filed electronically via ECFS








































































































































































































	QWEST’S POLICIES WITH RESPECT TO DS1-CAPABLE LOOP
	Qwest’s Decision To Impose Charges for Line Condi
	Qwest’s Recently-Adopted “Interim Policy” Does No

	QWEST VIOLATES CHECKLIST ITEM 2 BY NOT HAVING ADEQUATE PROCESSES FOR ENSURING THAT DEFECTS IN ITS NEWLY-IMPLEMENTED SOFTWARE ARE CORRECTED PROMPTLY.

